
 

 

 

 
 
AGENDA 

 

 REGULAR MEETING      September 4, 2025 
 

Government Office Building 
Route 50 & N. Division Street 

Council Chambers, Room 301, Third Floor 
 

6:00 P.M. -  Call to Order – Shawn Jester  
 
Board Members:  Shawn Jester, Sandeep Gopalan, Maurice Ngwaba, William 

Hill, and Ed Torbert. 
 
 MINUTES – August 7, 2025. 
 
ZONING PUBLIC HEARINGS: Case #202500983 – Julie Iskandar – 2 ft. Front Yard 

Fence Height Variance – 1408 Sugarplum Lane – R-
8A Residential District. 

Case #202501013 – Locita St. Fleur – 2 ft. Side 
Setback Variance and 14 ft. Rear Yard Setback 
Variance – 502 E. Locust Street – R-5A Residential 
District. 

 

 
 

* * * * * 
 

**PUBLIC INPUT – Public comments as part of the public hearings for each case 
are welcome but are subject to a time allotment of two (2) minutes per person.  

 
The Board of Appeals reserves the right to convene in Closed Session as permitted 
under the Annotated Code of Maryland, General Provisions Article, Section 3-
305(b). 



 

 

MINUTES 

 
The Salisbury Board of Appeals met in regular session on August 7, 2025, in Room 

301, Government Office Building at 6:00 p.m. with attendance as follows: 
 
BOARD MEMBERS: 
Shawn Jester, Chair 
Maurice Ngwaba  
Edward Torbert 
Miya Horsey 
 
ABSENT MEMBERS: 
Sandeep Gopalan, Vice Chair  
William Hill 
 
CITY STAFF: 
Betsy Jackson, City Planner 
Beverly Tull, Recording Secretary 
Laura Ryan, City Solicitor 

 
* * * * *  
 

Mr. Jester called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.  
 

* * * * *  
 

MINUTES: 
 

Upon a motion by Ms. Horsey, seconded by Mr. Ngwaba, and duly carried, the 
Board APPROVED the minutes of the July 10, 2025 meeting as submitted. 

 
* * * * *  
 

Mrs. Tull administered the oath to anyone wishing to speak before the case heard 
by the Salisbury Board of Appeals.   

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

* * * * *  
 

RE: Case #SA-25-896 Dr. Brent Zaprowski – 2 ft. Front Yard Fence Height Variance – 301 New 
York Avenue – R-8 Residential District. 

Dr. Brent Zaprowski and Mrs. Amy Zaprowski came forward.  Mrs. Jackson 
presented and entered the Staff Report and all accompanying documentation into the record.  Mrs. 
Jackson explained that the applicant was requesting permission to construct a 6 ft. tall fence located 
within the front yard setback. 

 
Mr. Jester moved the Staff Report into the record. 
 
Mrs. Zaprowski discussed the need for the fence as protection and safety.  The 

neighbors watch and stalk here going in and out of her house and vehicle each day. She advised that there 
had been multiple issues with the neighbors and the police have not done anything to address the 
complaints. She requested that the fence be allowed to come within 6 ft. of the sidewalk to block the 
neighbors from watching her. Dr. Zaprowski added that if they could bring the fence at 6 ft. in height at 
least part of the way towards the sidewalk it would be a help in blocking the neighbors view. 

 
Ms. Nancy Held, neighbor, stated that she didn’t think that the fence would be an 

issue. It’s not a danger and wouldn’t be blocking the sidewalk.  The criteria in the staff report is invalid.  
The neighboring property is a disaster and the fence would add value and block the neighbors view. 

  
Mr. Ngwaba questioned if there had been any resolution to the incident involving 

the police that was listed in the letter of request.  Mrs. Zaprowski responded in the negative. Mr. Ngwaba 
questioned the fence being 40-inches from the property line. Dr. Zaprowski responded that the back yard 
is already fenced in and they would extend the fence down the property line from the existing fence. Mr. 
Ngwaba questioned if the fence would only be on one (1) side. Dr. Zaprowski responded in the affirmative. 
Mrs. Zaprowski added that the other side of the property is the driveway and an easement. Mr. Ngwaba 
questioned if they had explored the landscaping option. Dr. Zaprowski responded that they had 
considered landscaping but the fence would be a better solution. There was further discussion about the 
options. Dr. Zaprowski advised that they had posted a No Trespassing sign on a tree that was on their 
property and that the neighbors were sitting on. He added that they wanted to make the property line 
more obvious. 

 
Mr. Torbert questioned if they believed that the fence would solve the situation. 

Mrs. Zaprowski responded that it probably would not solve the situation but it would give her peace of 
mind that she can come and go out of her house without being stared at. Dr. Zaprowski added that the 
fence would be to block their view so it probably wouldn’t have to go all the way to the sidewalk. 

 
Mr. Jester stated that the allowed 4 ft. fence would delineate the property line. 

He questioned why they specifically needed to extra feet in height. Dr. Zaprowski responded that the 



 

 

additional height would be to block their view.  Mr. Jester questioned if they were going to do something 
regardless of whether the variance was approved. Dr. Zaprowski responded in the affirmative. 

 
Mr. Ngwaba questioned if the fence could be 6 ft. in height to the front of the 

house. Mrs. Jackson responded in the affirmative.  Mrs. Tull added that the fence could be 6 ft. in height 
to the front of the house and then it would have to drop to 4 ft. in height. Dr. Zaprowski stated that the 
fence would be less than 50 ft. long. Mr. Ngwaba suggested considering the fence to be 6 ft. in height to 
the front corner of the house and then dropping it to 4 ft. and adding screening. 

 
Mr. Jester questioned the past approval of a fence height variance on a corner lot 

and if any other fence variances like this request had been granted by the Board in the past. Mrs. Tull 
responded that the fence height variance for the corner lot had been granted due to the property being 
a corner lot but that there was no recollection of any other fence variances being granted like this request. 
Mr. Jester questioned if Staff had looked at what other municipalities have for fence standards in the front 
yard. Mrs. Jackson responded that she had done some research and most municipalities have a 3 ft. to 4 
ft. front yard fence height. Mr. Jester questioned if the Board approved the 6 ft. fence in the front yard 
that it would set a precedent. Mrs. Jackson responded in the affirmative, adding that the request doesn’t 
meet any of the criteria. 

 
Upon a motion by Mr. Tobert, seconded by Mr. Ngwaba, and duly carried, the 

Board DENIED the requested 2 ft. fence height variance, based on the criteria listed in Section V(c) of the 
Staff Report. 

 

The Board vote was as follows: 
 

Miya Horsey   Aye 
Maurice Ngwaba  Aye 
Ed Torbert   Aye 
Shawn Jester   Aye 
 

* * * * *  
 

ELECTIONS: 
 

Mr. Hill and Mr. Gopalan joined the meeting via phone for the elections. Mr. 
Torbert made a motion to keep the positions as they currently were. Mrs. Ryan explained that they would 
need to take each position by itself. Mr. Torbert made a motion to have Mr. Jester remain the Chairman 
of the Board and it was seconded by Mr. Ngwaba.  

 
The Board vote was as follows: 
 

Miya Horsey   Aye 



 

 

Maurice Ngwaba  Aye 
Ed Torbert   Aye 
Shawn Jester   Aye 
William Hill   Aye 
Sandeep Gopalan  Aye 
 
Mr. Ngwaba made a motion to have Mr. Hill be the Vice Chairman of the Board 

and this was seconded by Mr. Torbert. 
 

The Board vote was as follows: 
 

Miya Horsey   Aye 
Maurice Ngwaba  Aye 
Ed Torbert   Aye 
Shawn Jester   Aye 
William Hill   Aye 
Sandeep Gopalan  Aye 
 
Mr. Ngwaba made a motion to have Mr. Torbert be the Open Meetings Act 

Representative and this was seconded by Ms. Horsey. Mrs. Ryan explained tha tht Oepn Meetings Act 
Representative is a State requirement. The City has all Board members take the Open Meetings Act 
training and then elect one (1) person to be the Representative to make sure the Board adheres to the 
requirements of the Open Meetings Act.  Legal Counsel asssist with anything in regards to the Open 
Meetings Act. Mr. Torbert turned down the nomination. Mr. Torbert made a motion to have Mr. Ngwaba 
remain as the Open Meetings Act Representative and it was seconded by Ms. Horsey. 

 
The Board vote was as follows: 
 

Miya Horsey   Aye 
Maurice Ngwaba  Aye 
Ed Torbert   Aye 
Shawn Jester   Aye 
William Hill   Aye 
Sandeep Gopalan  Aye 
 
Mrs. Ryan reminmded the Board that there is a requirement that the Board 

members attend at least 50 percent of the meetings per year or they must resign or can be removed. 
 
Mr. Torbert stated that he turned down the Open Meetings Act Representative 

position because he prefers to remain a low profile Board member. 
 
 



 

 

 
* * * * *  
 

MrS. Tull advised that there are two (2) cases for the September 4th and verified 
the members availability. 

 
* * * * * 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 6:42 p.m. 
 
* * * * *  

 
This is a summary of the proceedings of this meeting.  Detailed information is in 

the permanent files of each case as presented and filed in the City of Salisbury Department of 
Infrastructure and Development Department. 
 
 

_______________________________  
Shawn Jester, Chair 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Nick Voitiuc, Secretary to the Board 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Beverly R. Tull, Recording Secretary 
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